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REMARKS 

Claims 1-21, 31-38 and 41-44 are pending. By this Amendment claims 22-30, 39 and 
40 ard canceled without prejudice or disclaimer. Reconsideration in view of the above 
amendments and following remarks is respectfully requested. 

Ij Claims 22-30, 39 and 40 have been canceled without prejudice or disclaimer, thus 
rendering moot their rejection. 

I Claims 1 8 and 20 were rejected under 35 U-S,C, § 102(e) over Ha et al. (U.S. Patent 
6,444|965). The rejection is respectfully traversed. 

I Claim 1 8 recites, inter alia, a user food data base storing information about food to be 
managed for every user. Ha et al. do not disclose or suggest this feature. 

The Examiner alleges that the memory 150 of the microwave oven 200 of Ha et al. 
correlponds to the user food data base. However, as clearly disclosed by Ha et al., the 
mem(|ry 150 stores cooking data (e.g. menu selections and cooking operations, including 
outpj[ levels and cooking times) received from the Internet. The cooking data stored in the 



memory 1 50 may be deleted (column 4, lines 22-24), replaced with data received from the 
complLter 100 (column 4, lines 27-30), or reset (column 4, lines 42-45). 

1 It is clear that the memory 150 of the microwave 200 is not a database storing 
information about food to be managed for every user. The memory 150 merely stores 
cookiiig data received from the Internet Accordingly, Ha et al. do not disclose or suggest 
each and every feature of claim 18 and cazwot anticipate or render obvious the claim. 

1| Claim 20 recites a food managing method comprising, inter alia, storing, on a user 
food data base managing food for every xiser, information about food to be managed, 

j The memory 150 of Ha et al. is not a user food data base as recited in claim 20, In 
additiDU, the memory 150 of Ha et al. stores cooking data received from the Internet, it does 
not stjjre information about food to be managed for every user. Therefore, Ha et al. do not 
discl<^'se or suggest every feature of claim 20 and cannot anticipate or render obvious the 
clairnl ^ 

j Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1 8 and 20 over Ha et al. are 
respectfully requested. 

] Claims 1-1 1 and 41^ were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over Brown et al. 
(U.S.j Patent Application PubUcation 2004/0078272 Al) in view of Reber et al. (U.S. Patent 
5,79^694) and Turpin et al. (U.S. Patent 5,745,712). The rejection is respectfully traversed. 
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With respect to the Examiner's conclusion on page 7, line 8, (and throughout the 
Action) that certain "essential elements" of the claimed invention are disclosed by 
partictLlar prior art references, the undersigned respectfully notes that there are no essential 
elemelits, only claimed elements. The undeisigned also respectfully notes that claim 1 does 
not recite a storage area which processes food, as alleged by the Examiner, 

j The Examiner acknowledges on page 7, second paragraph, that Brown et al. do not 
disclojse or suggest a food processor. The Examiner concludes that the storage place 24 of 
Reber et al., in particidar an oven as the storage place, corresponds to the food process of 
claim 1 and that it would have been obvious to modify the system of Brown et al, to ijoclude 
food processing in view of the disclosure of Reber et al* 

I The Examiner acknowledges on page 9, first fiill paragraph, that the combination of 

Browh et al. and Reber et al. does not disclose or suggest a main food data base and a user 

ji 

data bfeise associated with a food storage apparatus and a food processor. The Examiner 
aUegqs that Turpin et al, disclose the principles of good data base design, and concludes that 
it wo|ld have been obvious to modify the combination of Brown et al. and Reber et al, to 
include a main food data ba$e and a user food data base "for the purpose of integrating the 
local iata into one database and similarly integrating the remote data into a single database." 

I It is respectfully noted that claim 1 does not recite an "integrated" or "single" 
datablise. Claim 1 recites a main data server having a main food data base and a user data 
servel having a user food data base. As none of Brown et al., Reber et al, or Turpin et al, 
disclose or suggest these features, as acknowledged by the Examiner, the combination of the 
three leferences does not include aU the claim limitations and does not present £l prima facie 
case if obviousness. 

Ij It is further respectfully submitted that Turpin et al. are non-analogous prior art as 
they aire neither from Applicants' field of endeavor nor reasonably pertinent to the particular 



problem with which Applicants were £aced and would not logically have commended 

themlelves to Applicants* attention when considering their problem. See MPEP § 

Ij . 
214lJpi(a). Turpin et al. are directed to a graphical programmmg system and methods for 

assismng a user with creating screen objects on a screen device. Turpin et al* do not disclose 

or suggest anything regarding a food management and processing system. 

With respect to the combination of Reber et al. with Brown et aL, the Examiner 

alleges that the use of an oven as the storage space of Reber et al, corresponds to a food 

processor. However, it is respectfully submitted that even assimiing that heating the food in 
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the oVTO of Reber et al. is regarded as processing food, the oven of Reber et al. is not adapted 
to access via a communication network a user data server having a user food data base* As 
the s>itcm of Brown et al. is merely used to track inventory of items 42a-n in the storage area 



40, and not process food, the combination of Brown et aL and Reber et al., with Turpin et al. 

as discussed above, would not result in the invention of claim 1 . 

I 

It is also respectfully submitted that there is no motivation to combine Brown et al. 
and R^ber et al., and Turpin et al. as discussed above. Brown et al, are directed to an 
inventory management system^ albeit for food items. Reber et al. are directed to a food 
storage apparatus and methods and systems for monitoring a food item. Neither reference is 
concerned with a food processor including the features recited in claim 1 . 

j Claims 2-11 recite additional features of the invention and are allowable for the same 
reasons discussed above with respect to claim 1 and for the additional features recited therein. 

j! The combination of Brown et al., Reber et al. and Turpin et al. fails to present a prima 
facie case of obviousness against claim 41 because the combination fails to include all the 
claimjllimitadons, for example storing on a main food data base information about food to be 
managed, storing on a user food data base the information about the food to be managed for 
every^ user, and inputting an identification code affixed to the food in a food storage apparatus 
and ajiood processor with a food processing function. There is also no motivation or 
suggejlstion, either in the three references or in the knowledge generally available to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, to combine the references in the manner done by the Examiner, 

j Claims 42-44 recite additional features of the invention and are allowable for the 

samejreasons discussed above with respect to claim 41 and for the additional features recited 

'I * 
there^. 

}[ 

Reconsideration and withdrawal of the rejection of claims 1-11 and 41-44 over Brown 
et al., Reber et al. and Turpin et al. are respectfully requested- 

Claims 12, 15 and 31-38 were rejected under 35 U.S.C, § 103(a) over Ha et al. in 
view bf Reber et al. Claims 13, 14, 16 and 17 were rejected under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) over 
Ha etj al. in view of Reber et al. and ftirther in view of Brown et al. The rejections are 
respe ctfully traversed. 

Ha et al. do not disclose or suggest a main food data base storing information about 
food to be managed. The memory 150 of the microwave oven 200 of Ha et al. merely stores 
cookiLg data received from the Internet. There is no information regarding food to be 
manal^ed stored in the memory 150 of the microwave oven 200. 
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al. feil to cure the deficiencies of Ha et aL with respect to claim 12. In 
particvilar, there is no disclosure or suggestion by Reber et al. of a main food data base storing 
information about food to be managed. Reber et al. merely disclose a food storage apparams 
that rJonitors a food item within the storage place 24. There is no main food data base 
storinj^ information about food to be managed in the apparatus of Reber et al. Accordingly, 
even Issuming it would have been obvious to combine Ha et aL and Reber et al., A^ch 
Applicants do not concede, the combination would not include all the limitations of claim 12 
and xJould not present a prima facie case of obviousness. 

I Claims 13 and 14 recite additional features of the invention and are allowable for the 
same jreasons discussed above with respect to claim 12 and for the additional features recited 
therein. Moreover, it is respectfully submitted that Brown et al. fail to cure the deficiencies 
of the combination of Ha et al. and Reber et al. with respect to claim 12 and even assuming it 
woula have been obvious to combine the three references, which Applicants do not concede, 
the c(|mbination would not result in the claimed invention. 

Claim 15 is not rendered obvious by the combination of Ha et al. and Reber et al. as 
bination fails to disclose or suggest, at least, storing, on a main food data base, 
^ ion about food to be managed. 
Claims 1 6 and 1 7 recite additional features of the invention and are allowable for the 
same jreasons discussed above with respect to claim 15 and for the additional features recited 
therem. It is further respectfully submitted that Brown et al. fail to cure the deficiencies of 
the cq|mbination of Ha et al» and Reber et al. with respect to claim 15 and even assuming it 
would have been obvioxis to combine the three references, vsiiich Applicants do not concede, 
the combination would not result in the claimed invention. 

I The combination of Ha et al. and Reber et al, cannot render obvious claims 3 1 and 35 
as neither reference discloses or suggests a main food data base and a user food data base and 
thus cannot disclose or suggest access means for accessing via a main data server the main 
food jlata base and a data control means for accessing via the user data server the user food 

data lase. The memory 15 of the microwave of Ha et al. is not a user food data base as 

1 

alleged by the Examiner. 

i Claims 32-34 and 36-38 recite additional features of the invention and are allowable 
for thie same reasons discussed above with respect to claims 31 and 35, respectively, and for 
the additional features recited therein. 
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|R.econsideration and withdrawal of the rejections over the combination of Ha et al. 
and Relcr et al. and Ha et al. in view of Reber et al. and Brown et al. are respectfully 

Tequest|d. 

K view of the above amendments and remarks, Applicants respectfiiUy submit that all 



t 



the claiins aie allowable and that the entire application is in condition for allowance. 

||should the Examiner believe that anyHiing further is desirable to place the application 
in bettir condition for allowance, the Examiner is invited to contact the undersigned at the 
telephone number listed below. 



Date: October 25, 2005 
P.O. ]^ox 10500 
McLep,VA 22102 
(703) (770-7900 

i 



Respectfully submitted, 

PILLSBURY WINTHROP SHAW PITTMAN LLP 

\ P. DARLING 
<eg. No. 44482 
Tel. No. (703)770-7745 
Fax No. (703)770-7901 
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